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what we do to try to lift the arms em-
bargo, there is some excuse why it is
not the right time to do it.

I say this as a person who, in his first
month or two as a U.S. Senator, offered
the first resolution I ever offered in
this body to lift the arms embargo on
the Bosnian Moslems. That was 2%
years ago.

The situation in Bosnia today would
be very, very different had we lifted the
arms embargo at that time. I have ap-
preciated the fact that we have had, on
many occasions, a good bipartisan ef-
fort to try to lift this arms embargo. If
I can pick one issue since I have been
here that really has not been partisan
and should not be partisan, it would be
this very issue.

So I look forward to the debate when
this comes up. Nothing could be more
urgent. I hope very much that we have
an overwhelming vote in favor of the
proposal, as at least described by the
leader in his remarks.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may speak
for as long as I need to speak on the
proposal for urban regulatory relief
zones in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

————

URBAN REGULATORY RELIEF
ZONES

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, one
of the main challenges, which we face
as a society, that relates to the regu-
latory climate in America is the condi-
tion of our urban centers.

Today, many of our cities have be-
come hopeless arenas of decay and de-
spair. They are places where industry
used to flourish, places where produc-
tivity used to take place. But the fact
is that the number of enterprises in
cities is plummeting. Just in the last
20 years, you can note that the number
of businesses which inhabit our urban
centers has gone down dramatically.

St. Louis, MO, has had a 32-percent
decline in the number of businesses,
from 3,497 businesses in 1972 to 2,386
businesses in 1992. Detroit, MI, for ex-
ample, went from 6,945 businesses in
1972 to 3,448 businesses in 1992—a 50-
percent decrease. So we see that one of
our problems is that not only have cit-
ies become a difficult place for individ-
uals, they have become a difficult place
for businesses and industry.

As a matter of fact, it is important
for us to understand, Mr. President,
that this is a problem which is related
to the notion that people who do not
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have jobs are at peril. The entirety of
our regulatory framework is designed
to deal with the well-being of individ-
uals, to promote their health, their
safety, and, hopefully, to extend their
longevity, so that people live longer, so
that they have an opportunity for a
quality existence.

But the truth of the matter is at the
very core of our urban societies. We
have the biggest challenges that relate
to health. We have the biggest chal-
lenges that relate to longevity, and the
biggest challenges that relate to per-
sonal security.

America’s urban areas suffer a mur-
der every 22 minutes, a robbery every
49 seconds, an aggravated assault every
30 seconds. In a survey of the parents of
first- and second-graders in Wash-
ington, DC, 31 percent of those said
that they worried a lot about their
children being involved in violence; al-
most 40 percent of the low-income
urban parents worried about their chil-
dren being shot. That is a quality of
life issue. Thirty-one percent of the
first and second graders in Washington,
DC, reported witnessing shootings. One
out of every three children had wit-
nessed a shooting, and 39 percent said
they had seen dead bodies. These are
first and second graders.

We have a major challenge that re-
lates to the security, the safety, and
the health and well-being of our citi-
zens in our urban centers. One out of
every 24 black males in America will
have his life ended by homicide. Our
urban centers are so hopeless and filled
with despair, and opportunity is so ab-
sent, that we find that the challenge is
the challenge to stay alive. There is a
death sentence for 1 out of every 24
black males.

The New England Journal of Medi-
cine stated that a young black man liv-
ing in Harlem is less likely to live to
the age of 40 than a young man living
in Bangladesh, which is perhaps the
poorest of all of the nations on the face
of the Earth. These things are star-
tling. These things bother us. The
pathologies of urban America are very
challenging.

What is really stunning is the fact
that the absence of work opportunity
at the very heart of America’s cities
has been a big part of this condition.
Youngsters in our urban settings are
known to drop out at much higher
rates than in other settings. Why?
Some say it is because those young-
sters in our schools do not see work op-
portunities, they do not see the prom-
ise or hope of doing something worth-
while with their lives upon graduation.
Why persist in school if there will be
nothing for you to do when you grad-
uate? It is in that setting that we need
to take a careful look at the way in
which regulation has had an impact on
what happens in our urban settings.

I became sensitized to this, Mr.
President, when I was spending a lot of
time with the people last year. I would
work in a variety of settings in my
campaign for the U.S. Senate. Across
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the State of Missouri, both in Kansas
City and St. Louis, I encountered busi-
nesses that wanted to expand but could
not. They wanted to grow and they
wanted to offer more employment and
they wanted to build the arena of op-
portunities. But they could not do it
because of regulations—regulations
that throttled them.

Just yesterday, I spoke about Anpaul
Windows, a company whose employ-
ees—over half of them—were minori-
ties. They were doing very well and the
company needed to expand, but they
had to leave the oppressive regulatory
environment of the urban center for
the green fields of suburbia because
there were no contaminants in the
green fields of suburbia. You could
build a new factory there, and every-
thing was in accordance with the way
the factories were supposed to be, and
you did not have to worry about the
historic old buildings, or the prohibi-
tion about whether or not you could
make a 8-foot door or a 10-foot door be-
cause of the historic designation of the
factory.

What happened was the Anpaul Win-
dow Co. left the city of St. Louis,
which left the city that much emptier.
They are doing well. It is in Wash-
ington, MO, not Washington, DC. But it
is 50 or 60 miles away from the people
who need the jobs the most. They went
to a new green field, but they did so be-
cause the regulatory framework really
militates against jobs, industry, and
development in the heart of our cities.
All of those old factories and all of
those old plants do not comply with all
the new regulations. Lots of times,
there is just a little narrowness in the
door, or maybe a taint of some sub-
stance in the flooring. And the EPA
comes in and says, well, grind over the
floor and see if you can get the taint
out, and if it does not come off, there
may not be something that can be done
to change it.

So what we have effectively done
with our regulatory framework has
been to impose the tremendous cost
upon the citizens of our cities. It is a
cost that not only they have to pay—
higher costs for goods because our
things are manufactured in plants that
comply with regulations—it is an op-
portunity cost, because the city cen-
ters do not have the opportunities for
employment. They do not have the op-
portunities for industrial development.
Those individuals do not share in the
opportunities of our culture. They are
not worried so much about the lead
poisoning from paint, they are worried
about the lead poisoning from a .38.
These are real challenges that we
ought to face.

Let me tell you about the printing
concern in Kansas City. The president
has a publishing business which has
grown over the past few years; it now
employs 85 people. While business is
doing well, the president wants to ex-
pand the business, but there is a prob-
lem. He could expand into more parts
of the building in the downtown area,
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in the urban center. He wanted to move
into different parts of the building, but
regulations prevent such expansion.
The printing company has no environ-
mental problems. But the landlord of
the building where the business is lo-
cated has had a problem with trace ele-
ments of PCB’s in the floor material in
parts of the building. Tests have shown
there are no elements of PCB’s in the
air. They are somehow in the material
of the floor of the building.

Now, the president would probably
like to expand to these other floors of
the building if he could be assured that
there would be no liability. As it now
stands, the EPA may condemn the
whole building altogether. It would
cost the company about $500,000 to
move and to take all these jobs out of
the city. And it looks like that is what
they are going to have to do. The land-
lord has spent over $250,000 so far in
legal fees, and another $100,000 trying
to grind down the floors to see if he
could get through all the PCB’s. I sup-
pose he probably released more PCB’s
into the atmosphere than could have
ever happened otherwise.

The EPA, in other parts of the coun-
try, has allowed for a covering of the
floor to take care of situations like
this. But the EPA cannot seem to
make a decision in this Kansas City
concern. Here we stand to lose 85 down-
town urban center jobs—the price of
regulation—saying we cannot allow
you to expand in this building for tech-
nical reasons that are not uniformly
applied across the country.

I repeat, there have been situations
where these kinds of things have been
taken care of. But as it now stands,
EPA’s inaction has again stalled the
economic progress and job growth
where it was most sorely needed. If this
situation is not resolved, ultimately
the printing company will have to
move out of the city altogether. I just
want to say that these are real people.
These are real situations.

We have children dying in drive-by
shootings, we have individuals who
cannot get jobs, we have despair, bad
health, we have the lack of security,
the lack of safety that comes with a
hollow core of the inner cities of Amer-
ica, in part because we have had a reg-
ulatory red line around the inner cit-
ies, which have basically said you can-
not develop in here because this stuff is
old. These buildings were used in pre-
vious settings where we did not have
the environmental requirements that
we have now, and because they were
used in those previous settings, they
are full of liabilities for business. They
are full of liabilities for industry. They
are full of liabilities for producers.

As a result, if you want to be an in-
dustry, you want to be in business, you
want to be a producer, you cannot be
here, but have to go to suburbia, in the
green fields, and we find ourselves
hollowing out our cities. We find young
people in despair turning to all kinds of
things.

Under the guise of regulations that
would abate noise, for instance, we get
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the noise of crack cocaine. We hear the
slam of the slammer door. We hear the
shot of the pistol. We hear the wail of
the family in the wake of the ambu-
lance that carries away the individual
who has been wounded or killed.

It is time to recognize that this eco-
nomics redlining of the inner city that
results from hyperregulation is costing
us our ability to deliver jobs.

Make no mistake about it, make no
mistake about it, we all want to have
a healthier environment. But you can-
not tell somebody who has a 1 in 25
chance of being shot as an unemployed
person on the street in one of the urban
cores, you cannot tell someone that
you are Kkeeping the jobs out of there
because there is a 1 in 1 million chance
they might have some respiratory
problem as a result of some kind of at-
mospheric nonattainment.

We have to weigh the real impacts of
what we are seeing happen here. The
real impact of regulations in many
urban centers is a redlining against de-
velopments, a redlining against indus-
try. It is a redlining against oppor-
tunity.

When we take development opportu-
nities and industry out of the commu-
nities, we have joblessness, lawless-
ness, hopelessness. Those are condi-
tions that are far greater threats to the
safety, security and general well-being
of the population than many of the
things we have sought to regulate.

What is the answer? How can we ad-
dress this problem? What is it that we
ought to do? I am suggesting in the
Urban Regulatory Relief Zone Act that
we should allow mayors of urban areas
to convene economic development com-
missions that could make application
for the waiver of specific Federal regu-
lations when those regulations pre-
clude jobs and development, when they
preclude opportunities, when they re-
sult in the hopelessness, despair, and
danger in the inner city, when they
really result in a lower standard of lon-
gevity, a lower standard of health, a
lower standard of safety, a lower stand-
ard of security.

When the impact of regulation has an
inverse consequence—instead of pro-
moting health, security and safety, it
results in the absence of jobs and op-
portunities in the core of our inner cit-
ies and destroys the potential for
health, security and safety—the eco-
nomic development commissions of
these areas ought simply to be able to
make application to the Federal agen-
cies and say to those Federal agencies,
we ask for a waiver, because the impo-
sition of the requirement in our com-
munity has the anomalous effect, has
the opposite effect, of what it should
have. It is causing our children to be
shot. It is causing our children to drop
out of school when they see no oppor-
tunity. We need to waive some of these
regulations when the waiver would, in
fact, elevate the health, the safety, and
the employment opportunities, when
the waiver would help people live
longer and more productive lives than
the imposition.
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So the Urban Regulatory Relief Zone
Act which I have proposed would sim-
ply be a way of saying it is time to
make good on what our intention is. If
our intention in regulation is to im-
prove the health, safety, security, and
general well-being of individuals in our
urban centers where the impact of reg-
ulation has frequently been the oppo-
site, we need to say ‘“‘Let’s give those
urban centers the chance, through eco-
nomic development commissions, to
make application to have those regu-
latory provisions waived.”

I think we all understand that we do
not want to have the potential for the
waiver of regulatory protections just
willy-nilly. If regulations are decent or
good or important, we do not want to
waive them lightly.

I think it is important to note if you
had those kind of economic develop-
ment commissions that the law pro-
vides for, and you have the kind of pub-
lic notice that the law provides for,
that the people who represent the af-
fected population would only submit
such applications for waiver when they
were convinced that as a result of the
waiver there would be an elevation of
the life expectancy, an elevation of the
health and safety, an elevation of the
security, the quality of life of the indi-
viduals.

Finally, this application, which
under the proposed enactment would
go to the Office of Management and
Budget and then be referred to the var-
ious agencies, would be finally acted on
by the agency. If the agency concluded,
in spite of the application, that there
was a substantial danger to the health
and safety of the occupants, it could
persist in denying relief. It could say
no to the waiver. It would give author-
ity for the EPA or other areas of regu-
lation to say, ‘“The impact of our regu-
lation in that community is hurting
people, not helping. The impact of our
regulation is shortening people’s lives.
It is decreasing their health, not ex-
panding their health. It is causing
hopelessness and despair. It is causing
young people to drop out of school be-
cause they see no opportunity.” Yes,
we ought to, in this circumstance,
waive these technical requirements
and, as a result, bring real benefit to
the citizens of that particular area.

I believe this is a real opportunity.
We have discriminated dramatically
against urban residents with regula-
tion. Regulations, invariably, are de-
signed to make things that were done
in the past illegal, to make things that
happened in a previous way of doing
business inappropriate.

We regulate to say you cannot do
things that way anymore. There are
some good reasons for that. But the in-
stitutions that worked on these things
in the past are in the midst of our
great cities. We have basically said you
cannot work there anymore. We are
reaping the harvest. We are reaping the
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harvest because 40 percent of all adult
men in our distressed inner cities did
not work in a year that was studied re-
cently, while a significant number
worked only sporadically or part time.

Today, half of all the residents of the
distressed neighborhoods in our big cit-
ies live below the federally defined pov-
erty threshold. In 1993, that was $14,763
for a family of four. The reason for
that is, in part, we have said to busi-
nesses, we have a regulatory frame-
work that really provides incentives
for you to get out of here, for you to go
to that green field in suburbia, go to a
new place, leave the city alone.

We provided incentives. We have not
done it purposely. We have not done it
knowingly. But we have provided real
incentives for people to leave the urban
centers of America. And, when we leave
them empty we leave the people there
empty. We leave them in peril. We
leave them in distress. We leave them
in despair. And ultimately we leave
some of them in a situation from which
they can never escape.

There are those who say, ‘“Well, you
don’t want to have a standard for safe-
ty or an environment that is lower in
the city than it is in some other area.
There has to be environmental jus-
tice.” I believe in environmental jus-
tice. I believe everyone should have an
equal chance at the good life that we
want to enjoy. But I believe that when
our requirements are shortening the
lives of individuals instead of extend-
ing them, when our requirements are
pulling the rug out from under the
health of our population, we ought to
think carefully about whether or not
they are having the right effect.

I do not have the studies in my hand
right now, but I think virtually all of
us in this Chamber understand that
when we have looked at health statis-
tics people who are employed tend to
be healthier than people who are unem-
ployed, and people who are employed
tend to be safer than people who are
unemployed. There is very little that is
more dangerous in an employment set-
ting in this country than there is to be
standing unemployed on the street cor-
ners of some of our urban centers.

I believe we ought to look hard at the
way in which regulation has drawn a
red line around the core of America’s
cities, the way regulation has basically
said, “Do not invest here. Do not
produce here. Do not do business here.
You cannot get a job here.” I think we
ought to say to ourselves, let us allow
these cities to make an evaluation.
When they come to a conclusion that
the general well-being of the people—
when they come to the conclusion that
the health and safety of the inner-city
residents—would be benefited by a
waiver, let us let them apply. And let
us give the agency the authority to
grant that waiver application, so we
can bring jobs and opportunity and
hope back to the center of our cities.

I believe one of the next items which
we will be moving toward in the debate
here in the U.S. Senate will be an item
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which is referred to as welfare reform.
We desperately need welfare reform.
But, frankly, as much as we need wel-
fare reform we need opportunity for in-
dividuals, because we are going to ask
people to go to work and we are going
to expect them to go to work. But how
can we ask people in our inner cities to
go to work, how can we expect them to
go to work, if we continue to develop a
regulatory framework which redlines
the inner city and says there cannot be
jobs here, there cannot be opportunity
here?

Mr. President, I believe it is time for
us to grant relief to the urban centers,
to give them a level playing field, to
give them a chance to attract business
and industry that is consistent with
the health and safety, the longevity,
and the security of the residents of
that area. Our regulatory framework
has not served them well.

They have paid the higher prices that
we have all talked about in the last few
weeks, talking about regulation here in
this Chamber. But they have also paid
a tremendously higher price than just
the increased cost of goods that come
from regulation. They have paid the
price of joblessness and they have paid
the price of hopelessness. They have
paid the price of looking into the eyes
of their young people who have no am-
bition because they cannot see an op-
portunity in their neighborhood. That
is a substantially greater price than
the $600 billion a year that it is esti-
mated that regulation costs us in
America. Oh, yes, they have paid their
share of the $600 billion. But the oppor-
tunity costs—in the very heart of
American urban centers has been a tre-
mendous opportunity cost, and it is
one which we can ill-afford to ignore.

So I rise this evening in the midst of
the debate on regulatory reform to say
we must recognize the unique cir-
cumstances of American cities. We
must give these neighborhoods at the
core of America, the mature cities of
America, the opportunity to have relief
when, as a matter of fact, the imposi-
tion of regulations now achieves a pur-
pose absolutely contrary to the pur-
pose for which the law was enacted
which provided for regulations. It
shortens lives, impairs safety, ruins
health, and destroys opportunity.

It is time for the Urban Regulatory
Relief Zone Act, and I hope we have an
opportunity to include that in our
dealings with regulatory relief during
our deliberations this week.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ASHCROFT). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The
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ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, for about
the last couple of hours, 2% hours, a
number of our colleagues on both sides
of the aisle have been negotiating on S.
343, the regulatory reform bill. Those
negotiations are still underway. So as
not to waste time, I have suggested to
the distinguished Democratic leader,
Senator DASCHLE, that we now proceed
to consideration of S. 21, which is the
Bosnian resolution, and I am hopeful
we can reach that agreement and then
we would continue on S. 21 and hope-
fully finish it tomorrow. That would
give the Members who are in the nego-
tiations on S. 343 all day tomorrow to
see if they can come to some agree-
ment on three or four important issues.

I also have asked consent that, if
they reach an agreement, that I can
come back to S. 343 and maybe reach
some agreement on completion of that
bill or complete that measure. So as
soon as I hear from the Democratic
leader I can advise my colleagues on
the schedule for the balance of the
evening.

If we cannot get the agreement, then
we will come back on S. 343. There are
a number of amendments that can be
offered tonight, including the pending
amendment by the Senator from Mis-
souri. Senator ASHCROFT has an amend-
ment pending. So if we cannot reach an
agreement, we will come back on S. 343
tonight and the Senator’s amendment
will be the pending amendment, as I
understand it.

There are other amendments that
can be offered tonight on S. 343, so I am
not at liberty to say whether or not
there will be votes. But we will advise
our colleagues as soon as we can.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GORTON). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, there has
been extensive consultation between
the distinguished majority leader and
the Democratic leader, and we do have
a unanimous-consent request to pro-
pound.

I ask unanimous consent that the
pending bill, S. 343, be temporarily laid
aside; that the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee be discharged from further con-
sideration of S. 21; and that the Senate
turn to its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I re-
serve the right to object, and it is cer-
tainly not my intention to object. Let
me make one observation and note a
couple of concerns, as we propound the
second part of this request.
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